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2.2. N¥[Wt>l 45t Sfftjftjft ftf?I? ?3c?r-4ft ft nRqRa 4)?ft % fcTtf ft? 3T3?t4 4? Wifft4)? u l fiRI 4F<ft RWK 

fftnumi «(t %? 5 fern?, 1998 mi 10 aifici. 2000 4ft Rifts spftt 3nft?fi ft % Rbiy«h’ ft stc^fpr 4?? fft4i mr eiti 

2.3. ft 4%H STR44 4 PinRlRSd Weft 44 ^5cl3 fft?41 ft : 

(i) •ipiMtH nvjo<f) Rifft4>??4 aiARwl ftra? - ^jWHrft ft? w^e4>l 44 3134)44 4??ft ft srcrsft 4ftf ft, ^rt4?t 3 ^ 4)|?°t 

Hd ft ft) '{ , iKjw(i^’tilcn h«jc< 7) ft ^Rrc*! sft? ft? % alttHw y<i<D ?nft?f ft fft'ft %?!? ft 

MRqftid 4ft? ft)ill ??4 ?1<7KII 1 

(ii) HPIRxW R4J54? HlRt<r>'<! u i % 3P?ft 3nft?T ft vdcrrl'U fft?4T *4 ft) 3fftR4?t 'Slot? RpR'S 7 ? ft? M¥Jc'4)| % W¥4 4)t 3?T4 

oirns ft? gRt)ft?ra R44ft q? r?% ?j44T rirt ?w?t i 

(Hi) % vftH ’ M ft 54 ?j«Hi3fr 4ft pm 4??ft 44 to ftrar «n. Rftj ftrrM farm ftft 44 ?^*J4? 

4ftf «jt *rot% ft ?ft ftfafai writ ft l 

2.4. w pRitcFET ft, R4?i?i3nftfttftt % 3rg»fift?r jrepgft 4ft fftftst R44ft ft fara? ftnn % afr? ft?-44ft? 4 fttft 44 urar fft?R ??nft 
4% Rmft % ftra? jjoai-4ft 44 ai'jwui faw ft1 sifaff 4?$%? 4ft faw? 4??ft ft? f% Ysmsnftftlftt ft yts^H? 4ft, ftprm 
ftlwMI, <tftERT/ISftTOr JTRRt 3Tfft ft? ft fftlfttl 4i<4HK' 4ft ft I 

3. R?SI4 4ft %n 4ft % afa ^ifR wfen ft? 23 4??4ft, 2001 ft? RR SKT R44?T3nftft?ft % ?R>ftt4?m ft? f%? 41ja-ft gft 
?TO1R RRI RRli'fCTl^ftlft? 4ft $?T fflft45?°I 5RT 4ft ft'Pft|ift/3lfWt ^ 3IWR 4R 3Rjft 4ft ?t?flftcT 4??ft 3ft? ?t4flftcT 

p?m 4ft #3ift 4ii ^ ftin mi «it ?nfti ft4i?-ftin(t 4ft pftiw wtR 4ft «rr ?ft? i 

4.1. fto ftt 3ft T?H (3IT4) ftrfft^5 ft 3Rft 16 4rf, 2001 ft> tra sm 23 wft, 2001 ft)?4lftTP3ft4)^t^?iKftitft 
ftPcR RPfflft ftl fftPI 3lft4Tft W 4ft T4) tp34> 45?ft 45T 3t5?“l4 fft^IT «IT I 44g?4?, ftO ft! 4^ 3ft 4ff4 (^mf) fftrfftft^5 ft? ffttfftl 
Rprag; 3 srftoi. 2001 4ft s?i mfft4>?<4 ft? 3rfit4)ifft4t ^r fftft ft 3ft? jr?to ?3ftfft?i yRfR-i<i4 4? fft??n? ?t mt 4ft fttI mt 
ftl ^l?T4, ??rftl wfftfftfft 4ft 44I4I mr <41 fftl 44<T?I3nt#ftt 44*4?, 2000 ft? Wfl44 ft ftr 3I4PT ftt 441 «H 3ft? 

vrgifli 44 gifftenft ?qq ftt Rrt 4ft^ tcFJ 3iqftt HFKft ft? 344T? 4? Rw-fftfl ftqi 444ft ft? 1ftl4 4ft CRT 4??# 
41% I T?T?f3[l4?ft<ft ft? RftET fftft?T4) 4ft ftt 4f4 4? 13 ^4, 2001 4ft ??I Hl1ft4W’4 ft? 444)d4 ft 34? ft, ^RbMd WT % f?ft1ft 
?M'<. ^? ftt 4^ fttl 


4.2. Tjfft) Cj4liWi||^fttftt ft 4ftf I^g?1? 5HRI 4ff ^3IT 5?l1% iJ4^?I3ll^fttcft ft? f% ftft 4R Tfft ft? g?T? ftft ft? fftnj T4» 
?m fttm fftf?ft4 4>?ft 44 fftfttr %n mi i mg?n?, 27 ?sp, 2001 4ft ts ft??4?? T4T?wtTsfft1€) ?t stt-it ?i?itfiRi sp arejm 

5?r 4lfft?P?T4 ft? 23 4??^. 2001 ft? 4^1 ft ?jf^%I 4Rft T? 3I4ftt %#lftT/3lfft»m ftt ?E4I? ft? 314? ft^lft 44 313% fft?4T T411 

* 
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4.3. 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 29th August, 2001 

No TAMP/12/2001-JNPT. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major 
Port Trusts Act 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby closes the case relating 
to the proposal of the Nhava Sheva International Container Terminal Limited (NSICT) for denomination 
in US dollar terms of the some of Its existing tariffs that are at present denominated in rupee terms as 
in the Order appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

Caae No.TAMP/12/2001-JNPT 

The Nhava Sheva International Container Applicant 

Terminal Limited (NSICT) 


o re p e r 

(Passed on this 9th day of August 2001) 


This case relates to a proposal received from the Nhava Sheva International 
Container Terminal Limited (NSICT) for denomination in US dollar terms of the some of its 
existing tariffs that are at present denominated in rupee terms. 

2.1. This proposal of the NSICT was registered as a tariff case in January 2001. 

The proposal was, however, not circulated among users / representative body of port-users 
because of a verbal request made by the Managing Director, NSICT. He suggested that the 
NSICT would revise its proposal based on the preliminary observations of the TAMP’s Office; 
and, the revised proposal might be taken up for consultation. 


2.2. The requests of the NSICT for denomination of some of Its tariffs in US dollar 

terms were considered earlier by this Authority and disallowed for reasons given in its Orders 
passed on 5 December 1998 and 10 April 2000. 


2.3. In the instant proposal, the NSICT has made the following points: 

(i). The principal reason why the TAMP is unable to approve US dollar 
denominated tariffs is that the NSICT tariff includes wharfage, transportation 
and rail infrastructure components which cannot be denominated in US dollar 
terms. 


(ii). The TAMP had stated in its Order that the question of US dollar denominated 
tariffs would be examined afresh on receipt of sufficient information on the 
relevant components of the cost 

(til). The NSICT attempted to obtain these Information from the JNPT; but, the 

JNPT was unwilling to give the details as they were deemed to be confidential. 

2 . 4 . In this backdrop, the NSICT has split the approved tariffs into vanous 

components and sought dollar denomination of those components claimed to be non-cargo 
related. For splitting the existing tariffs, the NSICT has made various assumptions about 
wharfage rates, stowage planning, lashing / unlashing charges, etc. 
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3 . The proposal was scrutinised and a number of issues were raised for 

clarification by the NSICT vide our Office letter dated 23 Feb. 2001. The NSICT was also 
advised to reformulate its proposal based on the comments / observations made by this 
Authority and forward a revised proposal so that the consultation process could be initiated. 

4,1. M/s. P & O Ports (0 Limited vide its letter dated 16 March 2001 requested for 

an official level meeting for a better understanding of the points made in our letter dated 23 
February 2001. Accordingly, the Financial Controller, P & O Ports (!) Limited met the officials of 
this Authority on 3 April 2001 and discussed the relevant issues relating to the proposal in 
detail. During the discussion, It was mentioned to its representative of that the NSICT had 
branched off from the JNPT tariff in the November 2000 revision; and, it should work out rate# 
for the different service components baaed on its own costs without necessarily making any 
reference to the JNPT tariff. The position was also explained to the Managing Director (NSICT) 
personal^ whan hi* visited tho office rrf this Authority on 13 June 2001. 


4.2. Since no response was received from the NSICT, it was decided to set a time 
limit for the NSICT to respond to the queries sent to them. Accordingly, a letter was sent on 27 
June 2001 requesting them to forward its revised proposal or its comments / observations on 
the' points mentioned in this Authority's letter dated 23 February 2001 within two weeks, it was 
also made very clear that if no response was received within the stipulated time limit, the case 
would be closed. 

4.3. This Authority has not received any response from the NSICT so far. 

5. The information asked for from the NSICT is relevant for further scrutiny of the 
proposal. Since, the proposal was registered as a case, it may not be possible to keep it 
pending indefinitely. It is noteworthy that the proposal has not been circulated for comments 
among the users, at the specific request of the NSICT. 

6. In the light of the position explained above, and based on a collective 
application of mind, this Authority decides to close this case due to non-availability of requisite 
information from the NSICT. If toe requisite Information or a revised proposal is received 
subsequently from toe NSICT, it will be considered afresh then. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[No. ADVT./143/2001/Extra.] 
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